ten is used as an add-on to existing conditions of probation and pa rather than as an alternative to them (Chesney et al. 1978, Floi 1977, Harland 1980a, Pease et al. 1977, Schneider and Griffith 19 Schneider et al. (1977) found that almost half the study sample of juve courts reported that requiring restitution increased offender's lengtl contact with the justice system. Despite the encouraging preliminary f ings from the juvenile restitution initiative that almost one third of re rals were chronic or serious offenders (likely to have been incarcera and very few were minor offenders (Schneider and Schneider 1979a), r findings on the uses of restitution raise disturbing questions about the tent to which it is being employed with the intended target population the phenomenon, observed elsewhere, of the "spreading net of social < trol."
COST EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-BENEFIT ANALYSES
A number of programs have attempted cost-benefit or cost-effective studies to justify the continuation of their funding. Although man these studies fail to fully consider the costs incurred or the benefits rived, they nonetheless tend to paint a positive financial picture of s programs. For example, a cost-benefit study of the second year of op tion of the court referral program of San Diego County, California which misdemeanants were offered a community service sentence in p of a fine), found that 1,838 offenders were referred to the program that they performed 75,000 hours of service, which, based on the n mum wage, was worth more than $200,000 to the community (Paur 1 as cited in Harris 1979). Program costs to local government \ estimated as $153,346, including $120,112 in fine revenues lost $33,234 in project operating costs. The financial impact of failure to c plete the community service sentences was found to be no different f that associated with failure to pay a fine. Thus the report concluded t from a cost-effectiveness perspective, the program was successful.
One national cost analysis comparing probation with restitution community service concluded that average costs are much lower foi latter than for other sentencing alternatives (Thalheimer 1978). , cifically, the study found that an urban nonresidential restitut community service progam (operating independently from the county bation department) at the design capacity of 250 referrals per month (\ total of 3,000 per year) had average costs per referral ranging fron average high of $46.89 to an average low of $34.43 with a mean of $4Cportation. Whether such an assign-;nt pattern fosters the offender's perception of the connectedness of his itence with the crime and thereby is as effective is unclear.
